This collaboration is centered on three interrelated goals. First, the campaign aims to raise awareness about and bring attention to the ways in which data on AAPI students reported in the aggregate conceals significant disparities in educational experiences and outcomes between AAPI sub-groups. Second, we aim to provide models for how postsecondary institutions, systems, and states have recognized and responded to this problem by collecting and reporting disaggregated data. Finally, we want to work collaboratively with the education field to encourage broader reform in institutional practices related to the collection and reporting of disaggregated data of AAPI students.
PREFACE
This report responds to our first two goals by providing both the need and rationale for disaggregated data. More specifically, we discuss the extent to which AAPI students are a dynamic, heterogeneous, and evolving population and the implications for how measurement standards and techniques are factors in how their educational needs, challenges, and distribution are represented and understood. Next, we provide examples about the ways in which institutions, systems, and states have collected and reported disaggregated data, and highlight how access to and use of these data increase and more influence higher education's ability to be more responsive to the needs of AAPI sub-groups.
This report was released in conjunction with the iCount symposium on June 6-7, 2013, which brought together leaders from K-12 and higher education, experts in demography, institutional research, and philanthropy for an open dialogue about ways to develop data systems that are responsive to the needs of AAPI students and families. Combined with the iCount convening and subsequent activities, this report offers a forward-looking perspective on the necessity and benefits of collecting and reporting on disaggregated data. It further suggests a pathway for implementing methods for collecting data that reflect the heterogeneity of the AAPI population. These institutional data practices are necessary for a more responsive system that more effectively addresses the specified needs of AAPI student sub-groups. To say that we live in a data-driven society is an understatement. At no other time has the use of data been such a factor in how decisions are made in organizational settings, including education, health care, and business. There has been a surge of activity to establish a culture of inquiry and decision-making processes driven by evidence, rather than intuition, anecdotes, and hunches. 1 The wide spread use of data is furthered by technologies that are making data more accessible than ever.
TOWARD A DATA QUALITY MOVEMENT
The inquiry movement in higher education is driven by the belief that the use of data is critical for gauging more accurately who our students are, how they are performing, and how institutions can adapt to be more effective and efficient with their resources. Moreover, in a higher education system that has become increasingly concerned with accountability, the interpretation of data has become a key tool for informing the work of practitioners and policymakers alike.
For example, in a survey that examined the use of data in higher-education decision-making, 88.1 percent of administrators reported utilizing data and research when making decisions. Among the kinds of decisions administrators made, 60.1 percent reported using data for curriculum and program planning, 56 percent for long-term strategic panning, and 55.5 percent reported using data for making decisions around budgeting and resource allocation. 
Data for Whom? Data for What?
Data play a critical role in exposing gaps in educational participation and representation. 3 Data disaggregated for individual sub-groups -by race, ethnicity, gender, and other demographic distinctions -raises awareness about issues and challenges that disproportionately impact particular sub-groups within a population of students. With the increased influence of data in higher education decision making, there is also increased attention on the importance of having quality data. Increasing the amount of data does not automatically improve the quality of assessment; the kinds of data collected needs to be tailored to respond to specific needs. The Data Quality Campaign, a national advocacy organization that promotes the development and ef- The common theme in this body of work is that continuing the use of data that treats AAPIs as an aggregate group is problematic. Doing so "Simply put, the aggregation of AAPI subgroups into a single data category is a significant civil rights issue for the AAPI community that has yet to be resolved. "
conceals the unique challenges faced by AAPIs relative to the US education system. Simply put, the aggregation of AAPI sub-groups into a single data category is a civil rights issue for the AAPI community that has yet to be resolved. 
Purpose of the Report

1.
We provide an empirically-driven rationale for how using aggregated data is problematic for the AAPI student population and why disaggregated data is a necessary tool for representing the heterogeneity that exists within the population.
2.
We provide a case study of an AAPI data disaggregation movement in one higher education system -the University of California -a studentdriven campaign called Count Me In.
3.
We discuss the importance of disaggregated data for Pacific Islanders -a diverse and multifaceted population that is among the most disadvantaged sectors of the AAPI population.
Through this discussion, we demonstrate that disaggregating data is a significant issue for the AAPI community. The misrepresentation of the AAPI population through aggregated data has been a key barrier to policy and program development that advances the equitable treatment for the AAPI community. Now is the time to address this issue given the fact that data-driven decisions are more prevalent than ever. Moreover, an effort to collect and report more refined data is not only important for the AAPI community, but for the nation as a whole as it becomes increasingly diverse and heterogeneous. How we respond to the changing face of America will determine our future as a nation. the AAPI category represents demographically, socially, and politically. We begin with the premise that the paradigm of race -how race is represented through data elements -is not fixed, and can and should evolve in how it is defined, measured, and reported on to capture a more accurate rendering of social groups. Jencks and Phillips discuss the importance of considering "labeling bias" in educational research, which refers to the mismatch between what an indicator claims to measure and what it is actually measuring. 13 Attention to this distinction raises awareness to important, but often misunderstood problems in research on the AAPI population. Namely, the AAPI population is categorically unique, with a high degree of heterogeneity that is difficult to capture comparatively relative to other racial groups.
EMPIRICAL PERSPECTIVES ON AGGREGATED AND DISAGGREGATED DATA
The Racial Definition and Categorization of AAPIs
While few would argue that the AAPI population is not a definable racial category, it is important to recognize that the boundaries that define "Asian American and Pacific Islander" are socially constructed, and need to be placed in a social, political, and institutional reality. It is also important to note that the concept of race has and will continue to evolve over time, 
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What Disaggregated Data Reveals about AAPI Sub-Groups
The description of the race and ethnicity defini- an "unprecedented number of Asian students" and the number of Asian American students were now accounting for more of the admitted class than Whites for the first time. 18 Frustrated by the assumption that AAPI students were portrayed as a privileged group on campus, AAPI students at UCLA responded by pointing to the heterogeneity of the "Asian" population and the fact that Southeast Asian and Pacific Islander students were underrepresented in the UC system. The generalizations about AAPI students and the lack of information available to represent the diversity within the population led to the student-initiated Count Me In campaign, which sought to expand data collection on AAPI students within the UC system. 
Impact on Data Reporting
The Count Me In campaign also pursued changes in how data on AAPI students were being reported. Specifically, while the UC system had been collecting data on eight ethnic sub-groups, they were only reporting aggregated data on AAPIs, with only one sub-group -Filipinos -reported separately. 22 Students demanded that data on Pacific Islander students be reported separately from the Asian category in summary statistics for UC-wide reports as they believed it would better represent the educational challenges that were unique to Pacific Islander students relative to UC admissions. The UC system responded to the Asian, and Pakistani/East Indian. 24 However, the data are made available to UC campuses and has been utilized by AAPI student groups to inform their outreach and retention efforts.
AAPI students are gaining access to and using disaggregated data to inform studentdirected programs at many UC campuses.
Data have informed which populations should be targeted and where there are particular gaps in university outreach and retention strategies. Data is also used for funding proposals to the university to request resources for student-run organizations.
The Utility of Disaggregated Data
This section discusses what disaggregated data for AAPI sub-groups reveal about applicants, admits, and enrollment for two UC campuses -UC Berkeley and UCLA -and how these data have informed the work of student groups that are engaged in outreach and retention efforts.
Disaggregated data on AAPI applicants to the UC system and individual campuses identify important information on more discrete sub-groups of AAPI students. The disproportionate representation of AAPI sub-groups among applicants to UC Berkeley is shown in Figures A and B Note: "East Asians" include Chinese, Japanese, and Koreans; "South Asians" include Indian, Bangladeshi, and Pakistani; "Southeast Asians" include Vietnamese, Hmong, Cambodian, and Laotian; "Pacific Islanders" include Native Hawaiian, Guamanian/Chamorro, Samoan, and Tongan. Data on the rate of admission to UC campuses show another perspective on issues of disproportionality that exist among AAPI sub-groups. Figure 6 reveals the rate of admission (students applying/students admitted) at UCLA While there are many factors that contribute to how and why students are admitted to a particular campus, 1 it is important to place this data in the context of differential access to resources in high schools available to help students be competitive for admissions to highly selective institutions. Table 4 provides data on three public high schools in California with some of the highest numbers and proportions of Chinese, Hmong, and Filipino students. These schools vary by the proportion of students from low-income backgrounds (e.g., eligible to receive free or reduced lunch) and the proportion of students classified as English Language Learners. These schools also vary significantly by the background of the teachers. The school in Alhambra, which serves mostly
Chinese students, has a teaching workforce that has more years of teaching and more likely to be fully credentialed than teachers at the school serving Hmong students in Sacramento or the school serving Filipino students in Daly City.
1 UCLA conducts a holistic review of all applicants, which takes into consideration both academic and non-academic achievement in the context of the opportunities students have access to in their schools. The Asian American Legal Center, a research and advocacy organization based in Los Angeles, has utilized disaggregated data on AAPIs to inform their work.
"The data has helped us better understand the challenges that Asian American and Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander (NHPI) student face in accessing the UC system. Contrary to the myth that Asian American and NHPI student have no problem gaining entry, the data showed that NHPI, Laotian, Filipino, Cambodian, Pakistani, Indonesian, and Bangladeshi American students have below average rates of admission to the UC system.
The finding underscores the importance of tools like affirmative action in promoting educational access for all students of color, including Asian Americans and NHPI. "
Daniel Ichinose, Director of the Demographic Research Project at the Asian American Legal Center of Southern California (APALC)
The populations for whom data disaggregation is most important are the most marginalized and vulnerable AAPI sub-groups. Native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders (NHPIs), for example, face some of the largest disparities in educational attainment relative to AAPI educational outcomes reported in the aggregate. As a result, NHPIs are among the most overlooked and underserved AAPI sub-groups. In this section of the report, we discuss the need for disaggregated data for reporting disparities in educational attainment for NHPIs and share case study findings on how the University of Hawai'i and the University of Guam have used disaggregated data to inform institutional practice and policy.
A REGIONAL FOCUS ON HAWAI'I AND THE PACIFIC
A Portrait of Educational Attainment among Pacific Islanders
One way to understand the need for disaggregat- In the same vein, the seven UH community colleg- Aggregated data provide a misleading statistical portrait of a heterogeneous AAPI population that consists of sub-groups that experience divergent trends in educational outcomes. This is particularly problematic when it conceals significant disparities in opportunities and outcomes for some AAPI sub-groups. This report provides examples of institutional, system, and statewide models for effectively collecting and reporting disaggregated data, discussing what has been done, how it was done, and the difference it has made. The use of disaggregated data is a powerful tool for measuring and reporting on the changing demography of AAPI students and the population generally, measuring participation and representation in different sectors of higher education, and enabling stakeholders to mitigate disparities and inequality that exists between sub-groups.
A CALL TO ACTION
There are several implications that emerge from the research in this report. We focus our recommendations around needs assessment, data collection procedures, and data reporting practices.
Establishing momentum for change. For the campuses discussed in this report, the movement to disaggregate data for AAPI students was built upon a shared rationale that change was important and necessary. Change was not only initiated by administrators and faculty, but also students and the broader community. Campuses that do not disaggregate data should explore with student groups and local community groups if there is a need or rationale for pursuing changes to their datasets.
Recommendations for data collection. There is not a single standard for ethnic sub-group categories to collect data on AAPI students. Campuses that are collecting disaggregated data often use categories that make sense for representing the demography unique to their students. However, the U.S. Census Bureau tends to have the most up-to-date listing of AAPI sub-groups, and a procedure for addressing Hispanic-origin populations, racial categories, as well as ethnic-level sub-groups.
Recommendations for data reporting. Disaggregated data can be reported in many forms (e.g., aggregated to the level of race or reporting for individual sub-groups). Regardless of the method, it is important for disaggregated data to be accessible for use by institutional researchers, administrators, faculty, and students engaged in the assessment and evaluation of campus services and programs. Data can also be shared across institutions within systems or consortia, across sectors (e.g., K-12 and higher education), as well as across political boundaries (e.g., states and territories), which enables tracking AAPI students throughout the educational pipeline.
Moving Toward systemic reform. Discussions between institutions about the collection, reporting, and use of disaggregated data can be facilitated through partnerships and working groups. These efforts should be supported by philanthropy, which can help offset the cost associated with changing systems and being a part of a broader network of support. The U.S. Department of Education can also play a role in providing guidance and technical assistance to institutions, and more importantly, collecting and reporting disaggregated student population data.
Data in this report were drawn from a number of sources. Our main source of national data on demographic and community trends was the U.S. Census Bureau. Summary File 1 (SF1) is a 100 percent file that contains detailed demographic information collected from all people and households in the United States. To examine data about AAPI subgroups, we used the American Community Survey (ACS) 3-year Public Use Microdata Sample files (PUMS), a database that allows for the analysis of data for the nation and individual states aggregated over a three year period (2008) (2009) (2010) . We opted to use data from this source because it contained larger sample sizes for sub-populations.
APPENDIX:
Data Source and Methodology
Institutional and student-level data about AAPIs Case studies of the University of California relied on a number of different data sources. We contacted student-led AAPI programs and university-led programs at UC Berkeley, UC Davis, UC Irvine, UCLA, UC Santa Barbara, Santa Cruz, and UC San Diego. We also reached out to alumni from UC Berkeley and UCLA who were students during the Count Me In campaign. Those contacts connected us with current student organizers.
In total, we interviewed 14 current and former students and six administrators in the UC system with knowledge of and insight on the campaign.
In addition, we were able to locate several news- 
